• According to state reports, the 4.7 million students identified as ELs 2 in
English language proficiency and academic achievement in the content areas, and/or (2) provide professional development to strengthen teachers' ability to effectively instruct and assess ELs.
As a condition of receiving funds, Title III calls for heightened levels of accountability to ensure that states and districts are improving both (Zehler et al., 2008; Short and Fitzsimmons, 2007; Ballantyne, Sanderman, and Levy, 2008 (Planty et al., 2009; Capps et al., 2005; Hernandez, Denton, and Macartney, 2007; Short and Fitzsimmons, 2007 (Francis, Rivera, Lasaux, Kieffer, and Rivera, 2006; Short and Fitzsimmons, 2007) . In 14 states reported that at least 2 percent of their total K-12 student enrollment was comprised of recent immigrants who had attended U.S. schools for less than 3 years while only 5 states reported that less than 0.5 percent of their students fit these criteria.
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The vast majority of students identified as ELs participated in programs supported in part by Title III funds. Determinations of AYP under Title I involve meeting state-defined objectives, including students' performance on state content assessments in reading and math, students' rates of participation in state content assessments in reading and math, and other such academic indicators as attendance and graduation rates.
States, districts, and schools must meet their AYP objectives for all indicators both across all students and for each student subgroup outlined in Title I, including one subgroup comprised of ELLs. Individual ELLs also may fall under additional Title I accountability subgroups, including those for low-income students, racial minorities, and students with disabilities.
Schools and districts incur specific consequences according to the number of consecutive years they fail to make AYP. The U.S. Department of Education (the Department) releases nonregulatory guidance to clarify requirements for Title III accountability.
June 2003
The Department finishes reviewing and approving all state plans for Title III implementation. States seeking to revise their Title III accountability procedures are permitted to submit amendments to the Department for review and approval. 
Variation in Targets
The 
Variation in Definitions
Because states establish academic content area achievement standards for proficiency relative to their content standards and assessments, More than 10,000 students 88% 35% 26% 55% 2,500 to 10,000 students 67% 36% 11% 32% Less than 2,500 students 50% 46% 23% 100%* Exhibit reads: Fifty-nine percent of Arizona subgrantees were designated as missing their AMAOs for two or more 
Implications
Literature on accountability tells us that for a results-based accountability system to function as intended, it must focus attention on goals, enhance the availability of valid information on which to base decisions, increase motivation to strive for goals, and build and focus capacity to improve 32 (Fuhrman, 1999; Goertz, Floden, and O'Day, 1995; O'Day and Bitter, 2002) . Title III provisions aim to serve these functions by requiring states to institute annual performance objectives, report regularly on school systems' performance in meeting those objectives, and impose consequences on jurisdictions that miss their objectives.
Consistent with the spirit behind the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, as amended by the
No Child Left Behind Act, Title III accountability provisions have shone a spotlight on the nation's ELs in order to promote state and local efforts to improve education outcomes for this diverse and traditionally underserved population of students.
Based on an analyies of a small subset of states,
Title III accountability has focused attention on these students by designating an additional set of districts that were not identified for
Methodology for Analysis of Title III Subgrantees Designated as Missing AMAOs for 2 or More Years
Analyses to examine the characteristics of Title III subgrantees designated as missing AMAOs for 2 or more years under Title III were conducted on a subset of four states: Arizona, California, New York, and North Carolina. These states were selected from a set of nine states with available data to ensure variation in regional location and an adequate number of Title III-designated districts within each state to perform state-level analyses. National-level analyses were not feasible, due to the lack of completeness of 2006-07 and 2007-08 Title III-related data provided by state education officials through EDFacts   6 , a centralized data warehouse established by the U.S. Department of Education that features performance, financial, and other data-including Consolidated State Performance Reports (CSPRs) information-reported by state education agencies (SEAs), local education agencies (LEAs) and schools. In 2007-08, several new data elements were first required to be reported in EDFacts. Future data will be more complete and allow further analyses.
For Arizona, California, and New York, the Title III designation status (i.e., whether or not a subgrantee had missed its AMAOs for two or more consecutive years based on 2007-08 and prior years' test results) was collected for all 2007-08 Title III subgrantees from data located on state education agency Web sites or provided by state education officials. For North Carolina, the population of Title III subgrantees was constructed through data provided by state education officials through EDFacts 6 -specifically, the number of districts in 2007-08 for which states reported AMAO 1 and/or AMAO 2 as "met" or "did not meet" (North Carolina did not report data for AMAO 3 in 2007-08). Subgrantees designated under Title III were determined through extant data collected from the state Title III director in spring 2009. The resulting dataset contains:
• Arizona: 215 Title III subgrantees;
• California: 622 Title III subgrantees, including 56 charter schools that are not their own LEA according to the U.S.
Department of Education's National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Common Core of Data (CCD);
• The National Evaluation of Title III Implementation will provide more in-depth explorations of some of the issues presented in this brief, including analyses regarding
• The procedures and considerations guiding states' development and revision of their AMAO targets and definitions;
• Districts' awareness of their AMAO targets and performance status;
• States' and districts' AMAO performance results through the 2008-09 school year; and
• Characteristics of districts designated as having repeatedly missed their AMAO targets. 
Notes

